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IMPROVING MARITAL PREL.CTION: A MODEL AND A PILOT STUDY

Statement of the Problem

The prediction of marital success has a fairly lengthy history, dating
most noticeably from the c¢lassic studies of Terman (1938) and Burgess-

Cottrell (1939). Despite the improving sophistication of social science
generally, the attempt to account for the variance in marital success is
still far from adequate.

The particular topic of this paper developed from the juxtaposition in
class usage of the research by Hurvitz (1965) and Bienvenu (1970), the former
indicating a negative relationship between his role scale and marital strgin,
and the latter indicating a positive association between his communication
scale and maiita) adjustment. Items from Hurvitz seem to reflect task-
orientation in the concept of-fole, while items from Bienvenu seem predomin-
antly of the affective component. This posed the question of whether or
not there was overlap between the two, and whether if different the use of
both, modified as scales, might increase the accuracy of marital prediction.
Hawkins and Johnson (1969) reported a -.8446 correlation between their Perceived
Role Discrepancy and Current Marital Satisfaction scales, while Bienvenu noted
that Navran (1967), reported a positive correlation of..82 between his Primary.
Communication Inventory and his Marital Relationship Inventory.

Each of the reports cited above utilized specially-constructed scales.
Since the Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Scale (1959) has been the most
widely used one, it was decided to "standardize" by utilizing that for the
marital adjustment score, and modified versions of the Hurvitz and Bienvenu
scales. It also seemed advisable to include several other potential marital

predictors in the plans. Dean {1966) had determined correlations of around

v .
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.40 between his emotional maturity scale and the marital adjustment scores

of husbands and wives; about tbe same level of correlation was found in his
study of commitment and marital adjustment (1974). Cole's value scale (1973)
and Rosenberg's Self Lsteem scale (1965) also secmed promising and were
included.

We are not unaware of objections to the marital adjustment concept and
scaling devices. Lively (1969) decried its use because of the difficulty of
specifying the source of marital happiness, happiness may changg_during the
marriage, etc. Of course, one could say the same things about 2 thermometer!
The criticisms of Safiolios-Rothschild (1969) and Spenier (1973) are more sub=
étantive; i.e., if one is dealing with marriage adjustment, there should be a
score reflecting the family unit, rather than scores reflecting two individuals.
We shall deal with this prohlem later. iwwever, aince su meny .ariibles are
being considered on the "independent" side of the equation, it was thought
desirable at this time not to manipulate the "right hand" or independent vari-

able measurement.

The Instruments

It may be useful at this point to present sample items representing each
of the major concepts. Selected items follow:

Comminication. Does your spouse have a tendancy to say things which

would be better left unsald? Does it upset you a great deal when your spouse
gets angry at you? Does your spouse accuse you of not listening to what he
(she) says?

Commitment. Though my matrriage may not succeed, there is no more I can
do to keep it going. I want —ery much for my marriage to succeed, and will
do my fair share to see that iv dces, I want very much for my marriage to

succeed, and will do all I cavn to see that ic does.

A
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Self Fsteem. I feel that I have a number of good qualities. I am able

to do things as well as most other people, I certainly feel useless at times,

Emotional Maturity. Tries to avoid unpleasant but necessary tasks.

Faces the inevitabilities of life (such as illness or loss of job) with calm.
Feels uneasy and apprehensive in the presence of his (her) supervisors.

Roles. I am a companion to my wife (husband). I practice the family
religion and philosophy. I manage the family income and finances.

Note that husbands, for éxample, would answer the above for their own
behavior, aad then modified sentences for their expectations of their wives,
e.g., "Sh2 is a companion to her husband." Wives responded to opposite forms.

Questionnaires were brepared incorporating all of the above scales plus
a numher of items pertaining to the usual social background variables. Since

. research in maritel prediction has been criticized for not baing sensitive to
the problem of social desirability, the Crowne-Marlowe Desirability scale
(1970) was included.

It may be recalled that Furvitz utilized a rank-order scale for his sample;
Bienvenu utilized a Likert-type scale with four possible responses; Dean used
54poinc Likert scales; Crowne-Ma.lowe a yes-no format; Rosenberg a contrived
combination of 2 to 4 items which had been presented in a 4-point Likert format;
and Cole utilfzed the Certainty Method format. It seemed highly desirable to
standardize all scales.

The Certainty Method for ll-point scales (Warren, Klonglan and Sabri, 1969)
was selected since this gives greater weight to the "end responses'". The
format presents .he respondent with a decision first as to whether he agrees
or disag) es with a particular item, then requests him to indicate how certain

he is in his response. Weighting is as follows:
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Agree Al = 9, A2 = 10, A3 = 11, A4 = 13, A5 = 16*
AD = 8
Disagree Dl =7,D2=6,D3=5,D4=3,D5=0

Tae above format seemed inappropriate for the Hurvitz Inventory. There-
fore the questionnaire was set up so that comparisons could be made between
the hustand's expectations regarding his wife's role behavior and his wife's
reported actual behavior and vice versa for the wife. Because past experience
in survey research indicated that respondents would have difficulty rank-order-
ing the importance of the various behaviors (Hurvitz' original presentation),
these items were converted to the Likert format for item~to-item comparisons
of the felt importance of each partner's expectatione and performance. Since
this Inventory involves a matched response from each spouse and 18 not designed
as a scale, we do not report on its reliability. However, to make all correla-
tions positive, we converted the discrepancy score into a congruity score--i.e.,
the higher the score, the greater the agreement between husband and wife.

What would be the effect on the scales of the radically changed format?
Alpha reliability coefficients were calculated in order to assess the reliability
of the scales. In addition, item=total correlation analyses were performed with
the items within each scale to ideﬁtify any weak items which would not be accept-
able for inclusion in the scales for further analysis.

The alpha values for the various scales were as follows: Communication
(Bienvenu) .91; Commitment (Dean) .72; Emotional Maturity (Dean) .90; Social
Desirability (Crowne=~Marlowe) .82; Self Esteem (Rosenberg) .86; Marital Adjust=-
ment (Locke-Wallace) .81; Values (Cole) .50. The item~total correlation analysis

indicated that none of the seven items selected from the Cole Values scale were

*
Negative items have a reversed scoring pattern.
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acceptable., This, coupled with the fact that the scale had an alpha value

considerably lower than the other scales (.50) prompted us to eliminate this

scale from further analyses. Further item-total correlation analyses re-
sulted in the elimination of two other items: one from the 22-item Communi-
cation scale and one from the 2l1-item Social Desirability scale.

A word about the dependent variable. Previous research has consistently
found a correlation between husband's and wive's marital adjustment scores of
about .60, despite the fact that the Nye-MacDougali Marital Adjustment 8cale
was utilized by Dean (1966, 1968); the Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Scale
was utilized by Burgess and Wallin (1944), Hurvitz (1965), Price (1969),
Bienvenu (1970), Pitsiou (1971, 1973), Spanier (1972), Cole (1973), gnd

Dean (1974)s Given this disparity, what really, is the state of a couple's

marital adjustment?
To the best of our knowledge, no rational argument has been put forwa;d
to determine how to obtain a "family" adjustment score--and since we are all
talking of marital. adjustment, some such attempt should be made, rather than
the continued reporting of individual marital adjustment scores (and only in
the last few years has there been care to select husband-wife pairs, the
earlier research often selecting groups of unrelated hushands and wives).
The modest correlation of the husbands' and wive's scores prompted us
to look at actual discrepancies. The distribution of husband-wife discrepancies

on the marital adjustment score 1is presented in Table I.

Table I About Here

As may be noted, the range of discrepancy is from 0 to 64 points on the
158-point scale, with the majority (56.8%) having a discrepancy of 15 or fewer

points. Various mathematical methods of averaging and weighting were considered -
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as a way of compromising the lack of agreement between husbands and wives,
but were finally abandoned in favor of the minimum score, i.e., takipg the
lower score whether from husband or wife, and treating it as the family

ad justment score.

This procedure was rationalized on the basis of a ''weakest link"
analogy. That is, in terms of exchange theory the partner who 1is receiving
less "reward", who is less satisfied in the relationship, or whose "costs"
are relatively high is the one who will withdraw or manipulate the other
into withdrawing., Therefore, the score which will be utilized in all cal-
culations is the lower of the two scores in the marriage, whether husband's
or wife's, and will be designated as Minimum Marital Adjustment score. At
least, this method has two advantages: (1) it results in a unit score and
2) avbids the folly of similar averages resulting, for example, from marital

adjustment scores of 99 and 101 or 70 and 130.

The Sample

The resulting 15-page questionnaires were hand-distributed by a class of
graQuate students during the summer of 1973, Since convenieuce necessarily
was a factor in this non-funded research, a village with a population of
somewhat 1ess than a 1,000 located some 12 miles from a university city was
sclected as the scene. At tirst it was planned to solicit from every third
house, but when the unmapped village turned out to have a number of downtown
businesses and a segment of elderly (widowed) people, the instructions were
changed to contact every house. Where possible, questionnaires were collected
the same night as the original distribution; in some cases, a day or two later.
This availability sample finally yielded a net of fully-useable questionnaires
of 44 paired couples, plus some few from one partner of a marriage.

The mean score on the North-Hatt Occupational Prestige scale for the
huabandB was 65, as compared to the national median of 68. The median income

-
S
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was in the $11,000 - $12,999 bracket. Thus the sample may be termed middle-
class (where, of course, most of the research on marital adjustment nas been
.conducted),

Further descriptive information may give clearer conception of this
sample (see Table II). Qell over half (73.8 per cent) the subjects were

under forty years of age; none were younger than twenty. Most of the res-

Table II About Here

pondents reported their maximum formal education level to be high school
graduate or some college training without completion of degree requirements
(41.4 per cent and 33.3 per cent, respectively). Generally, husbands were
slightly more likely to report formal education beyond high school than
wives, attested to by the fact that nearly 64 per cent of the husbands re-
ported post-high-school formal education, while 56.5 per cent of the wives
reported similar education experience. The length of marriage of our
couples ranged from one to in excess of twenty years. Six to ten years was
the most frequently reported length of marriage (31.8 per cent) and slightly
more than half (56.8 per cent) the couples had been married less than ten
years. Nearly all (96.6 per cent) spouses reported their present marriage
as their first marriage. Most of the subjects reported their religious

otfiliation to be Protestant (87.4 per cent).

‘esults
The marital prediction model is presented below (Table III) with the

.orrelations between the independent variables and Minimum Marital Adjustment

Table IIT About Here
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indicated. Since several have criticized the possible contamination effect

of social desirability (e.g., Cone, 1967) all correlations are presented with

the social desicability score partialled out. Note that background variables

(prior to marriage) are presented on the left, interacting variables (during
the marriage) in the middle, and finally the dependent variable or Minimum
Marital Adjustment score on the right.

As may be noted, the correlation between the Minimum Marital Adjustment
score and Communication is .71; Commitment .42; Perceived Emotional Maturity
(husband and wife rate each other) .55; Self Esteem .22; and the various role
congruency scores abcut .40 and .30, Thus, interaction variables are much
more closely associated with the Minimum Marital Adjustmeﬁt.ecore than are
the social background v;riables. (Zero-order intercorrelations without

adjdstment for the effect of Social Desirability, are presented in Table IV,)

Table IV About Here

The significantly large correlation (.71) between Communication and Minimum

Marital Adjustment led us to query as to the substantive independence of the two

measures. We were concerried as to whether or not the items from the Communica-

tion scale measured the same phenomena as those of the Ma:ital Adjustment scale.

To determine whether the correlations were spurious (i.e., are there actual

differences, or are we measuring the same thing), a factor analysis was per-
“formed, utilizing the items from both scales. Although the specific results
of this analysis will be reported elsewhere, it may be noted that the Communi-
cation scale is apparently measuring different phenomena than the Marital

Adjustment scale. Only one item appeared in common in both scales.




Further, a similar procedure was undertaken to estimate the amount of

possible contamination between Marital Adjustment and Perceived Fmotional

Maturity. Again, there was virtually no overlap of items. Nor did Communi-
cation and Perceived Fmotional Maturity have more than an item or two which
loaded on both factors (scales).

In an attempi (v assess the relative importance of all the scales to
the Marital Adjustment score, a step-wise regressio; analysis was performed,
utilizing the Minimum Marital Adjustment score of the couple, and the indi~-
vidual scores of the scales appearing in the model. After accounting for
Social Desirability, the Communication, Perceived Emotional Maturity, and
Congruency between Husband's Expectations =~ Wife's Behavior were signifi-
cantly added to the regression analysis, thus increasing the precision in
predicting marital adjustment, Of. thes: three variables, Ce~unication
appears to be the most "valuable" in predicting marital adjustment in that
it accounted for 47 per cent of the variance in the dependent variable. By
adding the remaining two significant variables, the explained amount of

variance in marital adjustment increases to approximately 57 per cent.

We began by noting that both Hurvitz' Role Inventory and Bienvenu's
Communication scale were associated with good marital adjustment. It had
been hoped that modified forms of scales would not overlap, (note they
correlated only in the .30s), and that the addition of further scales
might result in a coefficient of determination nearer the theoretical
1imit. Since the addition of several scales did not increase this noticeably,
and since these correl#tions were reported with the effect of Social Desir=-
ability already partialled out, we are left with a considerable element
unexplained. One is tempted to speculate that almost no matter what scale
is ucilized, one may be in effect measuring a halo effect; i.e., if the

ERIC “
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husband or wife idealizes or diahiolizes the spouse, this evaluation is
reflected through almost ary instrument. Perhaps new measures which will
tap behavior other than responding to questionnaires will have to be
developed before prediccability can be improved noticeably. Then we can
deal with adjustment during the first year, after the first baby, after

the first decade and silver anniversary!

b




Table I

Marital Adjustment Scores Discrepancies

Ahsolute I)ifference1

£ Per cent

0-5 pointa 14 31.8
6-10 points 6 13.6
11-15 points 5 11.4
16=20 points 3 6.8
21-25 points 6 13.6
26=30 points 4 9.1
31 or more points 6 13.6

44 99.9°

1The minimum and maximum differences were 0 (f=3) and 64 (f=1), respectively.

2This table is based on paired responses from 44 husband-wife pairs.

3Percentage not equal to 100 due to rounding.

The maximum possible discrepancy between husband-wife scores on this scale is
one-hundred-fifty-eight points. The husband-wife marital adjustment score
discrepancy for the majority (56.8 per cent) of our couples was fifteen-or-
fewer points,
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Description of Sample
Combined Husband Wife
(f) (Percent) (f) (Percent) (£) (Percent)
Formal Fducation Completed
Some high school 3 3.4 2 4.5 1 2.3
High school graduate 36 41.4 14 31.8 22 51.2
Some college 29 33.3 15 34.1 14 32.6
College graduate 9 10.3 4 9.1 5 11.6
Post-graduate work 6 6.9 5 11.4 1 2.3
Advanced degree (M.S.,
M.A., Ph.D.) 4 4.6 4 9.1 0 0.0
—_— . —_— —_— —_— —_—
87t 99.9 4  100.0 43t 100.0
Age
20-29 years 42 47.7 20 45.5 22 50.0
30-39 years 23 26.1 11 25.0 12 27.3
40-49 years 11 12.5 6 13.6 5 11.4
50-59 years 8 9.1 5 11.4 3 6.8
60-69 years 2 2.3 1 2.3 1 2.3
70 or more years 2 2.3 1 2.3 1 2.3
- — - % - Tk
88 100.0 44 100.1 44 100.1
fe (1)
ligious Affiliation
Protestant 76 87.4 38 86.4 38 88.4
Catholic 7 8.0 3 6.8 4 9.3
None 4 4.6 3 6.8 1 2.3
87t 100.0 4  100.0 43t 100.0
Present Serial Marriage
First marriage 84 96.6 42 97.7 42 95.5
Second marriage 2 2.3 0 0.0 2 4.5
Third or more marriage 1 1.1 1 2.3 0 0.0
87t 100.0 o3t 100.0 4  100.9
Number of Years Married )
1 year 2 4.5
2-5 years 9 20.5
6-10 years 14 31.8
11-20 years 9 20.5
21 or more years 10 22.7
44 100.0

[
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Comb ined Husband Wife
(Table 2 Cont.) (f) Percent (f) (Percept) (f) (Percont)
Income
$5000-6999 3 7.0
$7000~-8999 4 9.3
$9000-10999 10 23.3
$11000-12999 8 18.6
$13000-14999 7 16.3
$15000-16999 3 7.0
$17000 or more 8 18.6
. — %
437 1001

*
Percentage not equal to 100 due to rounding.
+(f) reflects missing responses.
(l)The majority of the Protestants were Lutheran (37.9 per cent of sample)
and Methodist (19.5 per cent of sample). There were no Jewish or other

religions represented.

(2)The range in the sample for '"Number of Years Married' was from one to 48
years.

RV {
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